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THE CREATION OF SOULS. 

THOMAS D. ELIOT. 
" To bring up a child is to carry one's soul in one's hands." — Ellen Key. 

BOTH the advocates and the opponents of so-called 
"birth-control" need challenging. Its opponents are, 
most of them, adherents of a code of family morality 
which may be called roughly, the orthodox, Puritan, or 
Hebrew code, and their motive is fear of sin or punishment 
or perhaps of "race-suicide." Its advocates, on the other 
hand, are more afraid of over-population, poverty, degrada- 
tion. Both advocates and opponents are largely negative 
in their ruling motives. Both attempt to interfere with 
spontaneous choice by parents in the matter of child-bearing. 
Codes based on interference or fear are apt, in the long run, 
to be anti-social. 

Is it not possible to find some positive motives which, in 
a world without paupers and imbeciles, could safely be 
trusted to govern child-bearing in the interests both of the 
individual and of society without the interference of an 
arbitrary standard or of fear? Even if proof of the affirma- 
tive be not final* let us challenge the negative. 

I. 
We are more or less used to talking about reproduction as 
if it were a thing of the body merely. Our growing knowl- 
edge of reproduction in man has been largely through biol- 
ogy and medicine. Looking into the past, moreover — nay, 
even around us in the lives of the masses — we also find the 
fleshly side of reproduction foremost in the people's minds, 
to the forgetting of a side which the psychologist and soci- 
ologist can effectively stress. Bodies have been reckoned 
rather than souls; and even souls have been enumerated, 
rather than evaluated as subjective and social aspects of indi- 
vidual life. Religion and democracy have alike helped to 
this end by leveling all souls in a transcendental or theoret- 
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ical sense until, unawares, we seem to feel that when a baby 
is born a father and mother have created a human being — 
have reproduced themselves. Good should come from 
challenging that belief, especially as it bears upon folk- 
thought about the limitation of offspring. 

The act of reproduction among human beings is not 
complete with the passing down of physical heredity. The 
most significant attributes which distinguish man from 
beast are social and mental rather than physical. Until, 
therefore, and unless, each family's share of the cultural 
heritage of the race is thoroughly imparted to the child in 
the home, can we truly say that a father and mother have 
given the world a complete new person? 

If bodily procreation is all that is involved in the birth 
of a new soul, then, indeed, let men spawn like fish: the 
gradual prolongation of infancy through the ages will have 
lost its meaning, except for mere physical care and protec- 
tion. Public nurseries would then be the ideal homes. 

On the contrary, if the development of the family and of 
the human home have meant anything for the advancement 
of individual character and of the race, it is this : that only 
through affectionate nurture and education can a child be 
brought to full stature of normal manhood and woman- 
hood. Biologists and ethnologists tell us that the instincts 
of protection and care for offspring have had infinite survi- 
val value in preserving the accumulating inheritance of 
racial achievement in things conventional, industrial, 
religious, artistic, ethical. Families in which the love of 
children and the yearning to guard and teach them is 
strong seem to have won out, and in the long run to have 
outlived those families which avoided child-bearing and 
child-rearing, or slighted the training of the coming genera- 
tion. We may therefore take it for granted that normal 
parents are those who want and love children. Those who 
do not crave parenthood do not, in a sense, deserve to crave 
it: as in Swedenborg's theory of damnation, their moral 
blindness carries its own reward, though they be not aware 
of their loss. 
Vol. XXIX.— No. 2. 6 
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One might even be so bold as to believe (in the face doubtr 
less of many exceptions) that such unnatural parents are 
less likely to carry out in a fine manner the spiritual side of 
reproduction: that is, less likely to produce children clothed 
in their full social heritage and matured into rich human 
minds as well as healthy bodies. If this be true, society 
would surely be better off, on the whole, without the prog-? 
eny and stock of such parents as through instinct or habit 
lack the desire for children. And, following the thought 
straight into the ethics of birth-control, if all such parents 
actually had their wish not to procreate their kind, that 
type might even conceivably tend to breed itself out of the 
race. Unwanted children and unwanting parents would 
be scarcer and would cease to be a serious problem. 

If, then, it is socially good that normal people should re- 
produce their kind, but of doubtful outcome that those 
who dislike children should be forced by ignorance or 
"morals" to raise them, it would seem that, similarly, 
those desiring one, two, or any specific number, but no 
more, should, for the common good, be encouraged to 
have them, but not condemned for not having more. 

Who, then, but mated men and women embodying in 
their individual judgments the collective standards and 
experience of their environment and generation as well as 
the instincts of their particular heredity, can best be left 
to determine how many of their kind they can or will 
reproduce? Only thus, it seems to the writer, can increase 
of population among economically and physically normal 
families be adjusted automatically for the welfare of the 
parents, of the offspring, and of society. 

The writer is aware that the above argument seems to 
leave out economic as well as eugenic factors. It is true 
that the feebleminded multiply more rapidy than college 
graduates, and the poor than those most able financially to 
educate their children properly. These facts in regard to 
the extremes of society call for other measures which need 
not be taken up here except to assume for the sake of the 
argument that all persons whose heredity is demonstrably 
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dangerous should and can be definitely isolated, and that 
celibacy or childlessness due to poverty should of course 
be reduced to a minimum. Nor is it needful to speak of 
sterility in this connection. It is claimed merely that while 
the principle may be modified by other principles in indi- 
vidual cases, it holds good, other things being equal, for 
the middle class or "mode" of society, and for the guidance 
of social ethics and behavior for that group. 

If the above line of reasoning be sound, it furnishes an 
argument against any movement or doctrine in regard to 
human reproduction which brings pressure upon parents 
independent of their own wishes and standards of living. 
There may be other arguments strong enough at any 
given time to justify such propaganda, but with the passing 
of the justifying conditions the principle of freedom should 
and, the writer believes, does reassert itself in spite of 
dogma. 

The sex codes of the Puritan or the Hebrew, the military 
demands of classic patriotism, the ancestor-cult of the 
Chinese, the marriage-lot advocated by Plato, the inti- 
mately regulated rabbit-hutch kind of home demanded by 
the mediaeval religions, and the human stock-farm of the 
extreme eugenist or birth-control advocate — all these in- 
volve interference in the family relation by a dominant 
group claiming superior wisdom and demanding an artifi- 
cial birth-rate. Out of the highest act possible to human 
nature and subject to the human will, each of these social 
tyrannies would make an involuntary thing — by force, by 
social pressure or by accident. Among the only group 
where compulsion is probably warranted — the defective 
and delinquent, — the orthodox morality has forbidden 
interference. 

II. 

Another major cause tends to make the Hebrew, mediae- 
val, or Puritan code anti-social unless modified under 
present conditions. Its emphasis is largely anti-evil or 
prohibitory. Any purely negative doctrine or propaganda 
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of conduct fails not only in being compulsory and repressive 
but in not providing adequate positive motives and whole- 
some outlets for the release and sublimation of those power- 
ful and almost universal impulses which find their most 
normal expression in the free family. 

This same criticism of negativeness, however, applies 
very seriously to much of the present propaganda of family 
limitation. It is deplorably "anti" in its tone and em- 
phasis, and loses support, consequently, in many quarters 
where a more constructive and positive approach would 
find ready acceptance. If neo-Malthusianism 1 acquires a 
selfish or destructive tone, then increasingly we shall 
have "birth-control," and "family limitation," with the 
negative, restrictive, and selfish connotations of those 
phrases. Not that such an event would be altogether 
disastrous. At most, and at worst, this phase of the 
movement allows selfish parents to avoid having unloved 
and unlovely offspring; and at the same time it permits 
thrifty parents to adjust births to income. But these are 
negative aspects of neo-Malthusianism ,as a purely restric- 
tive propaganda directed against over-population and 
crassly abnormal conditions. It is the writer's contention 
that such a propaganda, however harmless and beneficial 
many of its immediate results, will probably (unless bal- 
anced and upheld by more positive purposes and construc- 
tive ideals) ultimately stimulate violent and excusable 
reaction. Such a reaction would endanger the movement's 
own purposes by excluding it from "respectability" and 
from refined thought, speech, and writing. In a suppressed 
atmosphere the movement would become even more 

1 Malthusianism may be defined for the purpose of this article, as the 
group of doctrines according to which population increases faster than the 
food supply, and war, famine, poverty and plague are, in the absence 
of "prude 11 *! 8 ! checks," the inevitable. 

Result: Neo-Malthusianism, generally speaking, declares that these pru- 
dential checks are actually possible and operative, and, through increased 
knowledge and standards of living, serve in a measure to reduce the neces- 
sity and prevalence of poverty, disease, and other less humane checks to 
population. 
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negative, and would acquire the morbid stigma and 
furtive flavor of immorality. Signs of such a reaction are 
already sufficiently obvious. 

If, on the other hand, the real benefits in neo-Malthu- 
sianism are to be kept, and embodied in a future socialized 
morality, it must take as its ideal not so much the reduction 
of the birth-rate as the increase of full reproduction in the 
higher, human sense above defined, including "bringing- 
up." Not only "quality rather than quantity" must be 
its slogan, but "quantity of quality." Only such a 
gospel, incidentally, will serve to utilize and disarm the evil 
phases of a renewed impulse toward reproduction of 
"cannon-fodder" regardless of quality, which the world 
war brings along with its destruction of the fit. 

The newer Malthusianism, then, will stress, not so much 
the prevention of conception, but as Aletta Jacobs has called 
it, "voluntary maternity," and the most complete expres- 
sion of the life cycle of the sex nature. It will insist that 
procreation shall be an act of will and mind and conscience 
and education as well as an act of body. Once parents 
are known to have the means and knowledge of birth- 
control, they may then more justly be held completely 
accountable for the later care of their children, and public 
opinion will demand of them high quality. 

III. 

Even such a program will be branded in some quarters as 
"race-suicide." But such an accusation would ignore the 
economic corollaries of this newer ideal. For, given univer- 
sal knowledge of contraceptives (or self-control, if you will), 
and a general opinion such as already widely exists for 
"more and better babies, " the only barriers to reproduction 
would be (1) in selfish or illegitimate matings where child- 
lessness would be in many ways a social boon rather than 
deserving of the term "race-suicide," and (2) in families 
that would be limited because of economic conditions 
preventing full reproduction, i.e., where heredity is eugenic, 
but environment offers only inadequate nurture. Needless 
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to say, the latter group greatly outbulk the former, yet those 
who prate of race-suicide argue from conspicuous cases of 
the former group that the knowledge of contraceptives will 
produce race-suicide in the latter group. 

But what is "race-suieide?" Might it not be denned in 
the same broader spirit already used in defining reproduc- 
tion? If those who make sure that they produce children 
reared to the full stature of manhood are thereby most 
truly reproducing human beings in the full sense of that 
phrase, surely those irresponsible parents who ignorantly, 
carelessly or selfishly bring into the world more children 
than can be reared to the full maturity of normal personal- 
ity, are also self-murdering the soul of the race, just to the 
extent that they are deficient in carrying out their educa- 
tional trust. And as for parents whose only motive for 
restraint of procreation is poverty: are not those men also 
race-murderers whose economic acts directly or indirectly 
force upon such normal, willing families that bitter choice 
of producing a child destined to defective heritage, or going 
without desired offspring? The same group which pays 
inadequate wages or salaries, whether or not it is logically 
conscious of its interest in the existence of a large labor- 
supply, is sometimes to be found supporting certain so- 
called religious and moral forces in condemnation of birth- 
control. 

So long, however, as the birth-control movement at- 
tempts to dictate to parents who are physically fit, and so 
long as it remains negative, stressing the physical and 
materialistic motives, and solely polemic, it will give the op- 
position, however prejudiced, a justifiable ground for at- 
tacking it. 

On the other hand, procreation may be presented as 
a constructive life purpose and reward, including its fullest 
meaning of voluntary parenthood reproducing itself in 
perfected human beings as the culmination of individual 
ideals and social responsibility. Such an ideal can be 
made practicable by economic, medical and educational 
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reform. From such a positive propaganda society need 
fear no true race-suicide, physical or spiritual. Life, and 
life more abundantly, — such is the positive goal. 

Thomas D. Eliot. 

State College op Washington. 



